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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Action is in response to Amendment of Application Number 09/771,212 
received on 02 November 2004. 

2. Claims 1 -15 and 45-48 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 
Claim 45 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

3. Claim 45 recites "having a from field" in the last limitation of the claim. Examiner 
will interpret the claim to read as 'having a "from" field.' 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-15 and 45-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Hansen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,496,849) in view of Liu et al. 

(U.S. Patent Number 6,769,012). 

Regarding claims 1 and 6, Hansen discloses one or more computer-readable media 
having stored thereon a plurality of instructions that, when executed by one or more 
processors of a computer, causes the one or more processors to perform acts including: 
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receiving collaborative electronic mail messages targeting one or more recipients 
(Hansen, col. 3, line 65 through col. 4, line 5), each collaborative electronic message 
having an author (Hansen, col. 8, lines 35-40, Hansen teaches including the creating 
participant's name and corresponding email address), each collaborative electronic mail 
message including a feedback portion in which the one or more recipients can each add 
comments (Hansen, col. 3, line 65 through col. 4, line 7, and col. 4, lines 35-55, Hansen 
teaches a collaborative electronic mail messaging system where dynamic content can 
be changed or updated by participants in the group, allowing participants to add 
comments); 

• indicating, to a computing device corresponding to one or more of the recipients, 
the receipt of a new collaborative electronic mail message and its author wherein an 
electronic mail system of the computing device displays indication of the collaborative 
electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 5, lines 44-50); 

Hansen also discloses using the MIME or SMTP electronic mail protocol 
(Hansen, col. 3, lines 15-20). 

However, Hansen does not disclose indicating the receipt of a new collaboration 
electronic mail message wherein the indication includes the name of the author and 

indicating, to the computing device, a modification to the collaborative electronic 
mail message resulting from a comment being added to the feedback portion, wherein 
the electronic mail system of the computing device updates the displayed indication of 
the new collaborative electronic mail message that includes the name of the author to 
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indicate that it has been modified, without displaying another indication of the new 
collaborative electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 5. lines 15-20). 

In an analogous art of networking, Liu discloses a method for managing message 
transactions between a senders and recipients that includes indicating a modification to 
a collaborative electronic mail message resulting from users responding to the original 
message (Fig. 3, 24) wherein the author is displayed for each modification, including the 
original author (Fig. 3, 14) without displaying another indication of the new collaborative 
electronic mail message. 

Liu is analogous to Hansen because Liu provides a way to eliminate the need for 
each party to maintain duplicate information (Liu, col. 3, lines 34-36). Users can retrieve 
and view all correspondence at once (Liu, col. 6, lines 40-45 and Fig. 5, 22). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate indicating the author and a modification to a 
collaborative electronic mail to provide a way to eliminate the need for each party to 
maintain duplicate information (Liu, col. 3, lines 34-36). 

4. Regarding claim 2, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1, including wherein the plurality of instructions further 
cause the one or more processors to perform acts including identifying, to the 
computing device, the size of each collaborative electronic mail message, the size of a 
collaborative electronic mail message including all of the content of the collaborative 
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electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 6, lines 33-55, Hansen teaches identifying 
message specific information, which includes message sizes). 

5. Regarding claim 3, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1 , including wherein the new collaborative electronic mail 
message includes an identifier of a location at an application server where the content 
of the new collaborative electronic mail message is stored (Hansen, col. 6, lines 33-55, 
Hansen teaches using a database to store all message information, and databases 
require identifiers for location of the information on the server). 

6. Regarding claim 4, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1 , including wherein the plurality of instructions further 
cause the one or more processors to perform acts including: 

receiving, from one of the one or more recipients, a reply to the new to 
collaborative electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 4, lines 45-50); and 

communicating the reply to one or more electronic mail servers associated 
with recipients of the new collaborative electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 4, lines 1- 
10). 



7. Regarding claim 5, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1, including wherein the plurality of instructions further 
cause the one or more processors to perform acts including: 
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receiving, from one of the one or more recipients, a reply to the new collaborative 
electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 2, lines 25-50, Hansen teaches users being able 
to reply to messages); 

communicating the reply to an electronic mail server from which the new 
collaborative electronic mail message was received (Hansen, col. 6, lines 33-55, 
Hansen teaches the users sending their replies to the server); and 

receiving, from the electronic mail server, a modified collaborative electronic mail 
message that incorporates the reply (Hansen, col. 4, lines 10-25, Hansen teaches when 
the user accesses the server, the user receives the updated content). 

8. Regarding claim 13, Hansen discloses a system comprising: 

a first electronic mail server to receive a new collaborative mail message 

(Hansen, col. 3 lines 10-20); 

a second electronic mail server communicatively coupled to the first electronic 

mail server (Hansen, col. 7, lines 27-63); 

an application server, communicatively coupled to the first electronic mail server, 

to store the content of the new collaborative mail message (Hansen, col. 7, lines 5-15); 

and 

wherein the first electronic mail server is further to forward an electronic mail message 
including an identifier of the content of the new collaborative mail message, as stored 
on the application server, to the second electronic mail server (Hansen, col. 7, lines 27- 
63). 
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However, Hansen does not explicitly state wherein the electronic mail message 
identifies the creator of the new collaborative mail message as the sender of the 
message by specifying the creator in a "from" attribute of the electronic mail message. 

In an analogous art of networking, Liu discloses a method for managing message 
transactions between a senders and recipients that includes indicating a modification to 
a collaborative electronic mail message resulting from users responding to the original 
message (Fig. 3, 24) wherein the creator is identified for the collaborative electronic mail 
message (Fig. 3, 14). 

Liu is analogous to Hansen because Liu provides a way to eliminate the need for 
each party to maintain duplicate information (Liu, col. 3, lines 34-36). Users can retrieve 
and view all correspondence at once (Liu, col. 6, lines 40-45 and Fig. 5, 22). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate indicating the author and a modification to a 
collaborative electronic mail to provide a way to eliminate the need for each party to 
maintain duplicate information (Liu, col. 3, lines 34-36). 

9. Regarding claims 7 and 14, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claims 6 and 13, further comprising: 

receiving a reply to the new collaborative mail message (Hansen, col. 12, lines 
.10-14); 

modifying the new collaborative mail message in accordance with the 
reply(Hansen, col. 12, lines 14-17); and 
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sending another message to each of the one or more recipients, wherein the 
message includes an identifier of the modified collaborative mail message at the 
application server and wherein the message identifies the creator as the sender of the 
notification (Hansen, col. 4, lines 10-27, Hansen teaches when the users access the 
server, the server sends the updated message). 

10. Regarding claims 8 and 15, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claims 7 and 14, including wherein the identifier of the new 
collaborative mail message and the identifier of the modified collaborative mail message 
are the same identifier (Hansen, col. 5, lines 10-25, Hansen teaches users being able to 
modify their own message). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 9, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 6, including wherein the identifier comprises a uniform 
resource locator (URL) (Hansen, col. 7, lines 10-15). 

12. Regarding claim 10 Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 6, including wherein the sending comprises sending the 
message to one or more mail servers associated with the one or more recipients 
(Hansen, col. 9, lines 5-11). 
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13. Regarding claim 11, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 6, including wherein the method is implemented 

14. in an electronic mail server (Hansen, Figure 2, 20, and 22). 

15. Regarding claim 12, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 6, including one or more computer-readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the method 
recited in claim 6 (Hansen, col. 6, line 65 through col. 7, line 67). 

16. Regarding claim 45, Hansen discloses a computer-readable medium having 
stored thereon a data structure comprising: 

a distribution list field that identifies the recipients of the collaborative electronic 
mail message (Hansen, col. 6, line 23-50); 

a content field that includes all of the content of a collaborative electronic 
mail message, wherein replies to the collaborative electronic mail message alter the 
content in the content field (Hansen, col. 6, line 23-50); 

However, Hansen does not explicitly state having a "from" field that identifies an author 
of the content in the content field. 

In an analogous art of networking, Liu discloses including a "from" field wherein 
the creator is identified for the collaborative electronic mail message (Fig. 3, 14). 
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Liu is analogous to Hansen because Liu provides a way to eliminate the need for 
each party to maintain duplicate information (Liu, col. 3, lines 34-36). Users can retrieve 
and view all correspondence at once (Liu, col. 6, lines 40-45 and Fig. 5, 22). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate indicating the author and a modification to a 
collaborative electronic mail to provide a way to eliminate the need for each party to 
maintain duplicate information (Liu, col. 3, lines 34-36). 

17. Regarding claim 46, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 45, including wherein the data structure further 
comprises a root identifier that identifies an initial collaborative electronic mail message 
corresponding to the collaborative electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 6, line 23-50). 

18. Regarding claim 47, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 45, including a parent identifier that identifies a parent 
collaborative electronic mail message corresponding to the collaborative electronic mail 
message (Hansen, col. 6, line 23-50). 

19. Regarding claim 48, Hansen and Liu disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 45, including a message identifier that identifies the 
collaborative electronic mail message (Hansen, col. 6, line 23-50). 
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Response to Amendment 

20. Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on 02 November 2004 have been 
carefully considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. Applicant's arguments 
are deemed moot in view of the following new grounds of rejection as explained here 
below, necessitated by Applicant's substantial amendment (i.e., by including new 
limitations to the independent claims that require further search and consideration) to 
the claims which significantly affected the scope thereof. 

21 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant's arguments include the failure of previously applied 
art to expressly disclose the teachings displaying "a single indication of a collaborative 
electronic mail message that is modified when the collaborative electronic mail message 
is modified" and identifying the author of the original email [see Applicant's Response, 
filed 2 November 2004, page 8 of 9]. It is evident from the mappings found in the above 
rejection that the combination of Hansen and Liu discloses the teaching of indicating 
when a collaborative mail message is modified and including an identifier of the original 
author. Further, it is clear from the numerous teachings (previously and currently cited) 
that the provision for using "displaying indications of modified electronic mail and 
providing the author of an email" was widely implemented in the networking art. 

Even though Hansen does not explicitly state providing the author of the original 
message, Hansen does include retrieving the author and email address of the original 
message when the zaplet is created. Applicant argues that "the "from" column would 
identify the server, rather than the creator" [see Applicant's Response, filed 2 November 
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2004, page 8 of 9]. However, Simple Mail Transfer Protocol (SMTP) allows the 
originator of the email (in this case the server) to set the "sender*' field of an outgoing 
email. Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention for the server to use the obtained author's email address to send 
the newly created zaplet to all participants. A practical example of this would be the use 
of web mail. A user supplies their information and the mail server sends the email. 

22. It is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention 
in manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. 

23. Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly define the claimed invention. 

24. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (703)308-5221. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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